
Meetings & Topics 

#1: July 26, 2013  

 

o Review of Charge and Potential Topics/Issues 
o Prioritization of Topics/Issues – Tier I and Tier II 
o Criteria & Process for Accepting Input to Task Force 
o Discussion of Proposed Timeline 

#2: Aug. 7, 2013 

o Suggestions for Criteria by which to Evaluate Issues/Topics 
o County’s Fiscal Crisis 
o Criminal Justice System Challenges 

#3: Aug. 21, 2013 

o LEST I – County &amp; City 
o Greene County’s LEST II 
o Greene County’s Plans for November Election 
o Proposal to Develop Public Safety “Solution Scenarios” 

#4: Sept. 10, 2013 

o Review of Additional Topics added to List: 
o Topics Suggested by Citizens 
o Sponsored Topics added to Task Force’s Charge: 
o County Animal Control – Sponsor: Commissioner Bengsch 
o Further City-County Consolidation – Sponsor: Mayor Stephens 
o Jointly Funded City-County Functions 
o Emergency Communications (911) 
o Emergency Management 
o Parks 
o Health Department 
o Criminal Justice Capital Needs 
o County Sheriff’s Office 
o Springfield Police Department 
o County Courts 
o Juvenile Facility Expansion 



o Municipal Court 
o Lifecycle Capital Replacement Costs 

#5: Sept. 25, 2013  

o Criminal Justice Capital Needs (continued) 
o City 
o County 
o Unfunded Environmental Mandates 

#6: Oct. 10, 2013 

o Health Department Budget Subsidy Amount 
o Status Update: Springfield-Greene County Safety & Justice Roundtable 
o Recommendations 

#7: Nov. 13, 2013 

o Request for Deadline Extension 
o Use Tax Election Results 
o Status Update: Springfield-Greene County Safety & Justice Roundtable 
o Recommendations 

#8: Dec. 4, 2013 

o Status Update: Springfield-Greene County Safety & Justice Roundtable 
o Recommendations 
o Public Safety Scenarios – Information Needed 

#9: Dec. 18, 2013 

o Safety & Justice Roundtable Report Review & Wrap Up 
o Public Safety Scenarios Reminder 
o High-Level Overview of Upcoming Environmental Issues 

#10: Jan. 8, 2014 

o Springfield-Greene County Safety & Justice Roundtable Report/Approval 
o Environmental Mandates 
o Citizens’ Wastewater Task Force 
o Citizens’ Stormwater Task Force 
o Citizens’ Affordability Task Force 

#11: Jan. 27, 2014 



o Public Safety Scenarios 
o County 
o City 

#12: Feb. 20, 2014 

o Environmental Mandates and Integrated Planning 
#13: March 12, 2014 

o Public Health Funding 
o Animal Control 

#14: March 26, 2014 

o Public Health 
o Animal Control (moved to a later meeting) 

#15: April 9, 2014 

o Operational Issues: & Unfunded Capital Needs, Lifecycle Capital Replacement 
#16: April 30, 2014 

o Growth Planning 
o Employee Wellness 

#17: May 14, 2014 

o Employee Recruitment/Retention/Compensation 
o Capital Transportation Costs 
o City 

#18: May 28, 2014 

o Animal Control 
o Economic Development 
o City 
o County 

#19: June 11, 2014 

o Sales Tax Fluctuations/Budget Preparations 
o Fiscal Impact Analysis of Recently Passed Tax Exemptions 

#20: June 25, 2014 

o Criminal Justice Scenarios 



#21: July 9, 2014 

o Functional Consolidation Opportunities 
#22: Aug. 6, 2014 

o Civic Engagement 
o City 
o County 

#23: Sept. 10, 2014 

o Review Draft Report 
o Outline Options 
o Performance Matrix 

#24: Oct. 8, 2014 

o Reports from Work Groups on Options to Address Fiscal and Service Delivery 
o Challenges and “Dashboard” Performance Metrics 

#25: Oct. 29, 2014 

o Dashboard Indicators 
o Report Updates – Information on Options 

#26: Nov. 19, 2014 

o Final Report Status Review 
o Performance Measures 

#27: Dec. 4, 2014 

o Final Review Prior to Presentation to City Council and County Commissioners 
	  



Report	  for	  Joint	  City.docx	  
	  

Report	  for	  Joint	  City-‐County	  Planning	  Task	  Force	  
	  
	  

Law	  Enforcement	  Scenarios	  -‐	  GCSO	  
(Each	  scenario	  builds	  on,	  and	  includes	  items	  from	  the	  proceeding	  

scenario).	  
	  
Status	  Quo:	  Total	  Additional	  Cost:	  $0	  
	  
Attempt	   to	   maintain	   constant	   authorized	   strength	   of	   124	   sworn	   and	   225	   non-‐sworn	  
staff.	  	  	  We	  are	  constantly	  under	  minimal	  staffing	  levels	  due	  to	  attrition.	  	  Minimal	  staffing	  
levels	  do	  not	  allow	  for	  the	  desired	  level	  of	  pro-‐active	  policing.	  	  	  
	  
“One	  Notch”	  Increase:	  Total	  additional	  cost:	  	  $1,974,000	  to	  $35,924,000	  
	  
Based	  on	  the	  2009	  Comparison	  Study,	  additional	  staff	  would	  be	  added.	  	  The	  addition	  of	  
23	  Patrol	  Deputies	  would	  continue	  to	  reduce	  response	  times.	  	  We	  would	  create	  smaller	  
Patrol	  districts	  and	  expand	  proactive	  activities.	   	  The	  DWI	  Unit	  would	  be	  expanded	  and	  
additional	   Supervisory	   staff	  would	   be	   on	   duty	   on	   all	   shifts.	   	   Two	   new	  units	  would	   be	  
created:	   	   Property	   Crimes	   Unit	   and	   Agricultural	   Crimes	   Unit	   to	   focus	   on	   specific	  
incidents.	  	  A	  dedicated	  Narcotics	  Unit	  would	  be	  formed	  with	  the	  addition	  of	  7	  detectives	  
in	  the	  Criminal	  Investigations	  Division.	  	  These	  additional	  deputies	  would	  create	  the	  need	  
to	  increase	  the	  support	  staff	  by	  28	  positions	  including	  expanding	  the	  training	  staff.	  
	  
Adding	  an	  additional	  700	  beds	  to	  the	  current	  jail	  facility;	  building	  cost	  is	  approximately	  
$28,000,000	  with	  personnel	  costs	  at	  $5,950,000.	  
	  
“Toughest	  on	  Crime”	  Stance:	  	  Total	  additional	  cost:	  	  $3,948,000	  to	  $45,868,000	  
	  
Continue	  the	  new	  units	  in	  the	  “One	  Notch”	  phase	  with	  more	  additions	  to	  the	  staff:	  
23	  Patrol	  Deputies,	  7	  Detectives,	  and	  28	  support	  staff	  members.	  	  	  
	  
Adding	  an	  additional	  1000	  beds	  to	  the	  current	  jail	  facility;	  building	  cost	  is	  approximately	  
$33,000,000	  with	  personnel	  costs	  at	  $8,920,000.	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
(Salary	  and	  benefits	  are	  estimates	  only	  and	  based	  on	  starting	  pay	  and	  benefits	  for	  all	  positions).	  
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APPENDIX E: 
 
 
 
 

Greene County Proposed Improvements: 
 

Table Description:

Table Description:

Total Project Budget (10-Year Horizon) = $33,000,000.00

TOTAL = $33,000,000.00

Greene County - 10-Year Project Deficit 

$117,970,000.00

$150,970,000.00

FR 170 (Republic Road) - Scenic to Golden Widening roadway and improvements from 3-lanes to a 5-lane facility $2,660,000.00

$17,930,000.00

FR 178 (E. Weaver Road) - Campbell to National Place Widening roadway and improvements from 2-lanes to a 3-lane facility $2,400,000.00

Greene County - 10-Year Project Budget 

This list contains the transportation projects that Greene County will be able to fund within the next 10-years based on current 
revenue/expenditure projections.

$150,970,000.00

Construction of new future 4-lane expressway between Campbell Ave and Cox Road
Roadway widening and improvements from 2-lanes to a 3-lane facility

Project Description:

Widening roadway and improvements from 2-lanes to a 5-lane facility

$14,400,000.00

$5,910,000.00

$5,910,000.00Bridge replacements, roadway safety improvements, cost share projects, etc… 

$4,100,000.00

This table illustrates the funding deficit that exists between our 10-year project needs and our anticipated construction budget 
over the next 10-years. 

Project Location: Project Description:

Widening roadway and improvements from 3-lanes to a 5-lane facility
Widening roadway and improvements from 2-lanes to a 5-lane facility

$57,000,000.00
$26,300,000.00

Roadway widening and improvements from 2-lanes to a 3-lane facility

FR 170 (Republic Road) - Golden to Route FF
FR 178 (E. Weaver Road) - Campbell to National Place
Kansas Extension - Republic Road to East/West Arterial

Estimated 
Project Cost ($):

$2,660,000.00
$4,100,000.00
$2,400,000.00

$30,000,000.00

Construction of new future 4-lane expressway between Kissick Ave and Campbell Ave

$8,200,000.00

Miscellaneous Bridge Replacements, Safety Improvements, Etc… Bridge replacements, roadway safety improvements, cost share projects, etc… 

Miscellaneous Bridge Replacements, Safety Improvements, Etc…

Widening roadway and improvements from 2-lanes to a 3-lane facility
Construction of new 2-lane (future 4-lane) between Republic Rd & the future East/West Arterial

TOTAL =

Kansas Extension - Republic Road to Weaver Road Construction of new 2-lane (future 4-lane) between Republic Rd & Plainview Rd

Difference = 

Total Project Needs (10-Year Horizon) =

Project Location: Estimated 
Project Cost ($):

FR 170 (Republic Road) - Golden to Route FF

Table Description: 

Greene County - 10-Year Project Needs

This list contains transportation projects which have been identified as high priority needs for Greene County within the next 
10-years. Only a portion of these projects are currently funded due to present budget constraints.

FR 178 (W. Weaver Road) - FR 135 to Campbell Ave.
East/West Arterial (FR 190) - Kissick to Campbell
East/West Arterial (FR 190) - Campbell to Cox Rd
Farm Road 164 (Walnut Lawn) - Kansas Expwy to FR 135

FR 170 (Republic Road) - Scenic to Golden
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City Of Springfield Proposed Improvements: 

City of Springfield - Transportation Capital Improvement Projects
           (Based on safety, congestion, and infrastructure condition)

City of Springfield - Unfunded Project Needs For 2014-2024
Project Location: Project Description:

Estimated 
Project Cost ($):

E Battlefield Road from National Avenue to Kansas Expy Access Control, median and driveway closures $11,450,000.00
S Campbell Ave  from Battlefield Road to Walnut Lawn St Six Laning and Access Control as needed $1,750,000.00
S Campbell Ave from Walnutlawn Street to Powell St Walnut Lawn addition lanes, Six Laning Campbell and Access Control as needed $3,500,000.00
S Campbell Ave  from Powell St to Primrose St Six Laning and Access Control as needed $1,000,000.00
S Campbell Ave and Broadmoor Intersection Upgrade signal and improve geometrics $750,000.00
S Campbell Ave from Sunset St to Woodland St Six Laning and Access Control as needed $1,000,000.00
S Campbell Ave from Woodland St to Battlefield Rd Six Laning and Access Control as needed $1,600,000.00
E Catalpa St and Oak Grove Ave Intersection Improve sight distance and add left turn lanes $1,250,000.00
Central St from Sherman to Campbell Convert Central to a complete street $2,350,000.00
Central St from Campbell Ave to Grant Convert Central to a complete street $2,250,000.00
E Cherry St and Kimbrough Intersection Signal Upgrade $1,500,000.00
W Cox Ave from Battlefield Rd to Walnut Lawn Reconstruct Cox as a collector street with curb and gutter, sidewalks and storm sewers $2,000,000.00
E Division St from Glenstone Ave to National Ave Reconstruct Division as a two lane road with center turn lane $2,750,000.00
W Division St and Grant Ave Intersection Upgrade signal and improve geometrics $1,250,000.00
E/W Arterial from Campbell Ave to National Ave Connect Campbell to National and widen National to PT north $5,500,000.00
E/W Arterial from Southwood to Kissick Ave Extend arterial street $10,310,000.00
S Fremont Ave from County Line Rd to E/W Arterial Extend arterial street to new arterial $8,300,000.00
S Fremont Ave from Lark St to Briar St Widen Fremont to five lanes with curb and gutters and sidewalks $1,750,000.00
S Fremont Ave from Sunset St to Montclair St Widen Fremont to five lanes and improve the Fremont Battlefield intersection $6,500,000.00
Galloway from Luster to Lone Pine Ave Widen Galloway to three lanes with curb and gutter, bike lanes, and sidewalks $3,500,000.00
N Lecompte Rd from Division St to Rail Road Widen LeCompte to three lanes $1,000,000.00
E Lone Pine Ave from Sunshine St to Seminole St Widen Lone Pine to three lanes with curb and gutter, sidewalks bike lanes and storm sewers $4,250,000.00
S National Ave from Walnutlawn St to Primrose St Add an additional south bound lane and improve the Walnut Lawn intersection $1,200,000.00
S National Ave from Montclair St to Walnut Lawn Six lane National to provide additional capacity $2,750,000.00
S National Ave and Bennett Intersection Upgrade Signals and improve geometrics $750,000.00
Packer Rd from RR to Kearney St Reconstruct Packer as a industrial collector street with curb and gutters and sidewalks $3,500,000.00
E Primrose St from South Ave to Kimbrough Widen Primrose to five lanes and provide dual lefts at Jefferson along with bike lanes and sidewalks $2,750,000.00
E Pythian St from Central St to National Ave Connect Pythian to Central at Sherman $2,000,000.00
E Pythian St from National Ave to Glenstone Convert Pythian to a complete street $3,400,000.00
Sunshine and Fire Station # 7 Signal Upgrade Upgrade signal at Fire Station for safer access $250,000.00
N Weller Ave from Dale St to Kearney St Widen existing street to collector standards $750,000.00
Additional sidewalks and Multi Modal connections Fill in gaps of missing sidewalks and make connections to Multi Modal facilities $15,000,000.00
Economic Development Partnerships Partner with economic developments as needed to encourage development $15,000,000.00

TOTAL Unfunded= $122,860,000.00

City of Springfield - Unfunded Parternship Projects

Project Location: Project Description:
Estimated 

Project Cost ($):
E Chestnut Expy from Barnes Ave to RT 65 Improve left Turn Lanes $750,000.00
E Division St from US 65 to LeCompte Rd Add a center turn lane for left turn movements $1,750,000.00
S Glenstone and Bennett St Intersection Add additional turn lanes $2,500,000.00
S Kansas Expy and Sunset Ave Intersection Upgrade signal and improve geometrics $1,750,000.00
W Walnut Lawn St from Kansas Expy to Cox Rd Add turn lanes at Kansas Expressway and improve  the Walnut Lawn and Cox intersection $2,250,000.00 *
N West Bypass and Kearney Intersection Upgrade signal and improve geometrics $3,500,000.00
S Kansas Expy from Republic Rd to Weaver Construct new Road to Arterial Standards $13,500,000.00 *

TOTAL Unfunded = $10,250,000.00
* Amount included in Greene County list

Projects Currently Funded

Project Location: Project Description:
Estimated 

Project Cost ($):
E Battlefield Rd and US 65 Interchange Widen Battlefield bridge over 65 and add ramp additional ramp lanes $14,825,000.00
E Battlefield Rd and Glenstone Ave Intersection Add right turn lanes $750,000.00
S Campbell Ave from Primrose St to South Ave Additional intersection capacity and complete sixing Campbell to South and Primrose to the east $3,000,000.00
S Campbell Ave and Republic Intersection Improve Intersection Capacity by Adding Dual left turn lanes $4,500,000.00
E Chestnut Expy and US 65 - Bridge over RR Railroad Grade Separation on Chestnut Expressway at US 65 $12,000,000.00
Galloway Creek  2900 E Barton St - Bridge rated 10 tons Replace existing bridge over Galloway Creek $300,000.00
S Glenstone from RT60 to Battlefield Rd Six Laning and Access Control as needed $5,200,000.00
S Kansas Expy and Rt 60 JRF Interchage Convert interchange to a DDI and extend the ramps $4,500,000.00
E Kearney St and Packer Rd Intersection Reconstruct the intersection with turn lanes and signals $3,250,000.00
W Mount Vernon St and Orchard Crest Ave Intersection Improve the sight distance and intersection capacity $750,000.00
W Mount Vernon St from Suburban to Orchard Crest Ave Widen street to three lanes with curb & Gutters, bike lanes and sidewalks. $4,500,000.00
W Republic St from Campbell Ave to Kansas Ave Reconstruct Republic as a five lane curb and gutter street with sidewalks $4,000,000.00
W Republic St from Scenic Ave to FR 141 (Golden) Reconstruct Republic as a five lane curb and gutter street with sidewalks $2,500,000.00
W Republic St and Kansas Ave - Bridge over JRF Widen existing bridge to five lanes to provide capacity and turn lane for Kansas Ave $1,000,000.00
E Republic St and Monastery St - Bridge over JRF Widen existing bridge to five lanes to provide capacity and turn lane for Monastery Drive $1,000,000.00
E Republic St from Campbell Ave to Monastery St Widen to five lane with curb and gutter and sidewalks and access control as needed $2,500,000.00
Weaver Rd from City Limit to PT West Reconstruct Weaver Road from City Limits to Campbell $2,000,000.00

TOTAL Funded = $66,575,000.00

City of Springfield - Project Deficit
Total Project Needs (Unfunded, including Partnerships) = $133,110,000.00

Total Funded = $66,575,000.00
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City of Springfield - Greene County, Missouri 
 
Stormwater Management Task Force 
 
Recommendations 
  
7/15/2013 FINAL 
 

Task Force Charge 

The 30-member Stormwater Management Task Force, appointed by City Council and Greene County 
Commission in September 2012, was charged with studying the long-term needs for the City and County 
stormwater programs. The City and County have ongoing costs to administer the stormwater program, 
which include addressing flooding issues, infrastructure needs and clean water mandates.  Those costs will 
increase in the future primarily due to stricter environmental regulations and decaying infrastructure.  The 
questions posed to the Task Force for consideration were: 

 How should we prioritize investments made in stormwater management?  

 What principles should guide the community stormwater management programs? 

 What investments should be made in stormwater management? 

o Should water quality programs be developed to comply with or exceed regulations?  

o Should a permanent, dedicated source of funding be implemented for required programs and 

maintenance/repair/replacement of the decaying system? 

o What amount of capital investment should be made over what time period? 

o Should the capital funding source have a sunset provision and specific projects identified? 

o What type of infrastructure maintenance/system repair & replacement program should be 

implemented? 

 What level of funding is desired? 

 What source(s) of funding are desired? 

 How should we explain the issues and Task Force recommendations to the community? 

  



 

Stormwater Management Task Force 2 July 15, 2013 
Recommendations Document 
 

Recommendation Summary 

The Task Force has developed the following recommendations: 

1. Greene County and the City of Springfield should fund water quality programs, flood risk reduction 
projects and infrastructure lifecycle repair/replacement programs.  

2. Greene County should enact a county-wide 1/10th of one percent sales tax as a permanent, 
dedicated funding source to cover the ongoing operating expenses and water quality mandates, 
and invest in infrastructure repair/replacement of the stormwater system. 

3. Greene County should enact a 1/8-cent sales tax to be utilized for capital projects for system 
replacement and/or flooding, but also to meet water quality objectives including those established 
in current or future unfunded environmental mandates from MDNR and/or EPA, such as Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDLs). It is recommended the 1/8th-cent sales tax have a sunset and be 
presented to the voters for renewal every seven years. 

4. Revenues from both taxes would be shared by Greene County and the cities within Greene County 
as mutually agreed to by the parties. 

 

Background 

The Task Force discussions focused on three major components of stormwater – water quality/unfunded 
mandates, minimizing flood risk, and replacing aging infrastructure. A major stormwater funding source for 
both the City and the County for the last 5 years has been the 1/8-cent Parks/Stormwater Tax, which 
expired in June, 2012.  Since that time, neither the City nor the County has a dedicated funding source to 
address stormwater expenses in any of these three.  City funding of stormwater management operating 
costs for regulatory compliance will end in June 2014 and County funding will end in 2014.  

 

Protect Water 
Quality 

(WQ Mandates) 

Invest in 
Infrastructure 

Repair & 
Replacement 
(Life-Cycle) 

Minimize Flood 
Risk 
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Program Goals & Priorities – Recommendations  

The Stormwater Task Force discussed what outcomes are important for the City and the County’s 
stormwater management programs.  They also discussed the program priorities that should be used to 
prioritize investments in the program, including capital projects.  The priorities recommended by theTask 
Force , in order, are listed below: 

1. Reduce the risk of injury/death caused by flooding events. 
2. Protect water quality and help our community comply with federal and state regulations. 
3. Create multiple benefits with stormwater investments. 
4. Reduce property damage caused by flooding events. 
5. Make sure the system we have in place to manage stormwater is in good repair by investing in 

proactive infrastructure repair & replacement (lifecycle). 

Guiding Principles 

The Stormwater Task Force also recommends the following Guiding Principles be considered by the City 
Council and County Commission and staff for the community’s stormwater programs. 

Conservation: 

 The efficient use of resources should be encouraged. 

Economic Development: 

 We attract businesses and citizens to our community because of the value gained through 
investments made in environmental stewardship. 

 We safeguard our water resources while keeping tax rates and fees competitive with other 
jurisdictions to attract and retain businesses and citizens. 

Effectiveness: 

 Stormwater management programs should utilize best practices & sound science to ensure 
investments are effective. 

 Springfield/Greene County can’t meet all the financial needs that have been identified via existing 
revenue sources. Additional investments must be made that have the most impact for the dollar 
spent.  

Environmental Stewardship: 

 Springfield/Greene County should meet achievable regulatory requirements based in sound 
science with the goal of protecting water resources. 

 It is important to protect & improve drinking water sources and quality of water in streams in 
Southwest Missouri.  Good stormwater management is in everyone’s best interest. 
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Equity/Fairness: 

 Everyone in the community should pay for stormwater management.   

 The costs to administer & review permits should be fully recovered from the applicant and not 
subsidized by other customers.   

Financial Burden: 

 Springfield/Greene County should invest in stormwater management programs that are affordable. 

Innovation/Planning: 

 The long-term stormwater management program should be flexible to adapt to new technologies 
and innovations. 

 It is important to develop good plans before implementing projects so funds are spent wisely. 

 Master plans of capital improvements should be developed collaboratively on a watershed basis 
rather than by political jurisdiction. 

Public Acceptance:  

 Stormwater management programs should be balanced; decision-making should be open and 
influenced by public input. 

 It is important to continue to prioritize, plan & build projects showing progress to the public. 

Public Benefit: 

 The public should benefit from the investments made in stormwater management. 

Understandability/Public Education: 

 Citizens should be made aware of how they can protect water quality through their actions, and 
why it is important.  Citizens should understand how improvements can help protect water quality 
and how improvement programs are funded. 

 

Funding Level – Recommendations  

Springfield/Greene County cannot meet all the financial needs that have been identified with current 
sources of revenue and funding levels. The total combined program needs for the City and County are 
projected to be: $7.75 million annually currently increasing to approximately $11 million annually in 2020 in 
three major areas: ongoing operating expenses including water quality mandates, infrastructure 
repair/replacement, and flood risk reduction. 

No dollars for unknown future costs were included in these funding level recommendations, such as the 
capital costs to comply with unknown environmental regulations for water quality (Total Maximum Daily 
Loads – TMDLs).  Only the costs to plan for TMDL compliance are included in the ongoing operating 
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expenses recommendation. The capital projects list for flood risk reduction and infrastructure 
repair/replacement will need to be flexible to allow focus on water quality compliance objectives when 
future TMDL capital costs are known.  Even with this flexibility, other funding sources, levels and options 
may have to be considered at a later time as these expenses are unknown now and cannot be estimated 
with much certainty. 

The Task Force recommends the following levels of funding: 

Ongoing Operating Expenses, including Water Quality Mandates:  The Task Force recommends that 
the City and County fund ongoing operating costs to meet federal and state regulations and manage the 
stormwater program (approximately $1.5 million this year and steadily increasing to at least $2.8 million per 
year by 2020.) 

 The majority of ongoing operating costs are to meet federal and state regulations. 

 It is recommended that the City and County fund the required costs to meet regulations.  

 
Infrastructure Repair/Replacement:  The Task Force recommends that total annual reinvestment should 
be approximately $2.5 million annually. 
 

 The City and County have built infrastructure to manage stormwater over the past 100 years, but 
resources have not been available to repair and replace the infrastructure.   

 This recommendation is for a 200-year replacement cycle for the $500 million in existing 
infrastructure.  This amount is more than what is being spent currently, but only half as much as 
the industry best practice of a 100-year system replacement cycle.  

Flood Risk Reduction:  The Task Force recommends approximately $6 million per year be invested in 
capital projects to allow the City and County to mitigate flooding.   

 The City and County should maintain the capital investment levels made annually in the past on 
flood risk reduction.  This funding level supports a good program that makes steady progress 
toward eliminating the most severe flooding problems. It does not meet all of the community’s 
flooding  needs.  There is a backlog of nearly $200 million in high-priority stormwater needs and 
the recommended $6 million per year is an investment that is considered affordable to tax payers.    

 It is important to develop good plans before implementing projects so that funds are spent wisely.  
Master plans of capital improvements should be developed collaboratively on a watershed basis 
rather than by political jurisdiction.   

 These investments should address flood risk reduction, but also protect water quality as desired by 
the community and required by the state/federal regulators. 

The list of projects will need to be flexible and may need to focus more on water quality compliance 
objectives once future TMDL capital costs are known.  
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Funding Sources – Recommendations  
 
The Task Force considered the pros and cons of a property tax, user fee and sales tax for funding 
stormwater management.  All three options would require a vote of the people to enact.   
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends a sales tax as the source to fund stormwater 
management. 
 
Sales Tax:   The Task Force recommends sales tax as the source to fund stormwater management.  Since 
stormwater management has been funded in the past through sales tax, it is anticipated that the community 
would be most supportive of this source. Sales tax is paid by Greene County citizens and those who visit 
and work in the County.    The sales tax investments made would benefit all citizens of Greene County, as 
well as those who visit.  In terms of funding sources, the Task Force recommends the following:   
 

1. 1/10th of one percent sales tax:  Greene County should enact a county-wide 1/10th of one percent sales 

tax as a permanent, dedicated funding source to cover the ongoing operating expenses and water quality 

mandates, and invest in infrastructure repair/replacement of the stormwater system. This sales tax would 

generate approximately $4 million annually. State statute dictates these funds shall be distributed to the 

County and cities within the County based upon population.   

 
2. 1/8th of one percent sales tax:  Greene County should enact a county-wide 1/8th of one percent sales tax 

with a 7-year sunset for capital projects.  This would be a reinstatement of the Greene County 1/8th of one 

percent sales tax for Parks/Stormwater that expired in 2012.  This sales tax would generate approximately 

$5.1 million annually.  These capital project investments should address all three needs when feasible – 

flood reduction, water quality, and infrastructure repair/replacement.  The 1/8th-cent sales tax, either in the 

initial seven years or in subsequent renewals, should be utilized for capital projects for system replacement 

and/or flood control, but also to meet water quality objectives, including those established in current or future 

TMDLs.  Water quality mandates could exceed our community’s ability to pay.  Additional revenue may be 

needed in the future depending upon the length of time allowed for regulatory compliance and Greene 

County/Springfield’s community goals.  

 
3. Plan Major Projects:  A list of major projects should be developed and shared with voters to demonstrate a 

commitment to community priorities.  The list of projects for the entire seven-year timeframe would be 

developed through a master planning process, but would be flexible enough to meet the changing water 

quality regulations and needs.  The list of projects will need to be flexible and may have to focus more on 

water quality compliance objectives when future TMDL capital costs are known, as well as other emerging 

needs.  A citizen oversight committee could be considered to also assure voters of commitment to good 

stewardship of financial resources. 

4. Revenue Sharing:  Revenues from both taxes would be shared by Greene County and the cities within 

Greene County, as mutually agreed to by the parties. 

 
The Task Force recommends that City and County officials act upon these recommendations in the near 
future as resources to address these critical community needs and meet regulatory requirements will soon 
be depleted.  The most urgent need is to fund operating costs, including water quality protection services 
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required by federal and state regulations, maintenance of waterways, and planning funds to develop a 
common sense approach to future water quality compliance.  Citizens will also greatly benefit from 
infrastructure investment.   
 
Other sources of funding considered include: property tax and user fee.  There wasn’t any support within 
the Task Force for a property tax revenue source.  There was some support for the user fee, but it was not 
recommended by a majority of the Task Force.  The following summarizes the pros and cons of each 
source that was discussed by the Task Force.   
 
Stormwater User Fee:  The stormwater user fee was not recommended for a variety of reasons.  It is not 
currently a source of revenue and it may not be easily understood by voters.  Because it is a fee and not a 
tax, entities that are tax exempt pay for stormwater management.  In other words, government entities, 
schools, and nonprofit institutions pay the user fee.  A stormwater user fee would be new to the City and 
County, and would cause an added cost to establish and administer the billing system that does not 
currently exist.  Springfield voters did not approve a stormwater user fee on the ballot in 1994.  A user fee, 
if enacted, may need to be increased in the future, which could be controversial in the community. Task 
Force members also identified several positives about the stormwater user fee.  Because it charges 
property owners proportionally for the amount of runoff they generate, it can provide incentives to reduce a 
property’s amount of runoff or improve their runoff quality can be built into the program.  A user fee is 
typically based on the amount of hard surface on each property since stormwater runs off hard surfaces, 
such as roofs, driveways, and sidewalks carrying pollution, causing erosion, and creating downstream 
flooding.  Those who generate more stormwater runoff pay more for the associated infrastructure costs.  It 
is a stable source of revenue and does not fluctuate with the economy.  

Property Tax:  The property tax option was eliminated first from further consideration by the Task Force 
because voters are typically not supportive of increases to property taxes in Greene County.  By State 
statute, an increase to property tax cannot be dedicated to stormwater management and, therefore, would 
compete with other needs which rely heavily upon property taxes for funding.  Greene County is a first class 
unchartered county.  State Statute 137.035 lists specific dedicated purposes that can be collected as a property tax; 
stormwater is not one of those purposes.  County property tax could be increased and collected as a general tax and 
then be budgeted by the County Commission along with everything else that's funded by General Revenue.  The 

Task Force didn’t want stormwater to compete with other important needs that rely heavily on property tax.  The 
Task Force also declined consideration of a property tax increase because it is generally considered 
regressive in that it doesn’t consider a person’s ability to pay.   

 

Community Outreach 
  
The Task Force recognizes the importance of building community understanding of the current and future 
stormwater management needs.  An extensive community outreach program is recommended to build that 
understanding. Education and outreach is a regulatory requirement of both the City and County.  Both 
Greene County and the City of Springfield have extensive public education and outreach efforts delivered 
by staff and in partnership with non-profit organizations.  Greene County/Springfield area is fortunate to 
have strong local water quality organizations in the James River Basin Partnership and the Watershed 
Committee of the Ozarks.  They currently work with the City and County to help fulfill the educational 
requirements associated with water quality.  Ongoing support of these two groups, as well as funding for 
City and County education and outreach programs is critical to community success as water quality needs 
and obligations increase. 
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Study of Feasibility of Combining Development Review & Permitting Services 

for the City of Springfield and Greene County, Missouri 
 

Report of Ad Hoc Committee 
 

May 3, 2010 
 
    
Part I: General Information        
 
 
Charge to Committee 
 
$ To determine the practicality of combining City and County development review services 

and what internal organizational modifications might be needed within either or both 
organizations regarding this topic to increase service and/or efficiencies. 

 
$ To provide a brief, written analysis of the group's process and recommendations. 

 
 
Committee Members 
 
Chris Coulter, Director, Greene County Resource Management Department 
Ralph Rognstad, Director, City of Springfield Department of Planning & Development 
Tim Rosenbury, Butler Rosenbury & Partners, Chairman, Springfield Area Chamber of 
Commerce  
Chris Straw, Acting Director, City of Springfield Building Development Services  
Tim Smith, County Administrator, Chairman 
 
Committee Process 
 
The Committee met weekly from February 8 through March 22, 2010, with the final report 
reviewed by the Committee on April 19 and April 26, 2010. The goal was to complete the initial 
review and report to the City Manager and County Commission by the first week of April. 
Meeting agendas and summaries are included in the appendix. 
 
 
Services Considered for Combination 
 
The Committee considered a list of City and County services related to development review. 
After review, it was decided to limit the study to the area of building plan review and 
inspection. The following table shows the services considered and the reasons why the 
committee elected not to include them in its scope of work.  

Unknown
Field Code Changed
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Services Considered 

Service Include in 
current 
Scope 

Reason why or why not. 

Building plan review& inspection Yes Building codes are the same 
with minor exceptions 

Subdivision plat review No Subdivision regulations and 
review processes are similar. 
This function would be the 
next logical area to consider 
combining. 

Building & zoning enforcement No Differences in process due to 
City being a charter 
government and County a 
non-charter government 

Zoning case review No Zoning ordinances have 
significant differences 

Plan review for public improvements No Standards are similar 

Housing programs No County has no formal 
program 

Economic development No  City and County collaborate 
through Chamber 
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Other Joint City & County Operations 
 
The City and County already have several joint departments listed in the table below: 
 
Department How Organized/Managed 

Library Funded by dedicated property tax, independent nine-member Board 
of Trustees, five members appointed by the Mayor, four members 
appointed by the County Commission.  

Health Department Administers public health programs in City and County, staff under 
City personnel system, funding included in both City and County 
budgets. 

Parks Department Under direction of nine-member Park Board with five members 
appointed by City Council and four members by County 
Commission, staff under City personnel system, 49 % funded by 
county-wide parks sales tax, 16%  from City property tax and 
General Revenue, and the remainder from fees and grants tax. 

Watershed Committee 
of the Ozarks 

Jointly funded by the City, County and City Utilities, managed by as 
six-member Board with one appointee each from the three funding 
partners and three citizen members. 

Emergency 
Management 

Funded from City and County general revenue. Staff under direct 
management by County by agreement. 

 
 
Part II: Comparison of City and County Building Permit & Inspection Services   
 
 
1. Ordinances and Regulations 
 
City of Springfield 
 
The City requires certification of electrical, plumbing, gas and mechanical contractors for all 
residential and commercial construction. The Building Development Services Department is the 
enforcement arm of the City for the building codes, the zoning ordinance, floodplain 
management ordinance and dangerous building ordinance. Plan review in the City is coordinated 
by the Building Development Services Department and involves among the Planning & 
Development, Public Works, Legal, Building Development Service, Fire and Health 
Departments. A table showing comparison of adopted City and County building codes is shown 
below. 
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Greene County  
 
Greene County is a first class non-charter county under Missouri Statutes.  The County 
Commission has established a five-member Building Commission to review and adjudicate 
appeals of the building code. Building, planning and zoning and floodplain management services 
are all included in the Resource Management Department under the supervision of the 
department director. The Resource Management Department operates under the elected office of 
the County Commission and reports to the County Administrator. 
 
 

Summary of Adopted Building Codes 

Code City County 

2006 International Building Code (IBC) Yes Yes 

2006 International Residential Building Code (IRC) Yes Yes 

2006 International Plumbing Code (IPC) Yes Yes 

2006 International Mechanical Code (IMC) Yes Yes 

2006 International Fuel Gas Code (IFGC) Yes Yes 

2005 National Electrical Code (NEC) Yes Yes 

2006 International Fire Code (IFC) Yes* No 

 
* Adopted through Springfield Fire Department 
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Primary Differences 
 
$ City ordinance requires licensed plumbing, electrical and mechanical contractors, the 

County does not. 
$ City inspections are made by trade specialty, with electrical, mechanical, plumbing and 

building inspectors performing only those specialty inspections. The County does not 
have specialized inspectors. 

$ The City does not require residential house plans. The County requires a floor plan. The 
County also requires a site plan for homes with septic systems. 

$ In addition to enforcing the building ordinances, City Building Development Services 
serves as the enforcement arm for the zoning and floodplain ordinances and provides 
review and inspection for on-site stormwater facilities and detention basins, as well as 
erosion and sediment control for sites less than one acre in size. 

$ Legal procedures for enforcement differ in the City and County due to their differing 
governing structures under State law. 

 
2. Development Review & Permitting Procedures 
 
City of Springfield 
 
Floor plans are not required for single family and duplex structures. However, a site plan must be 
submitted and reviewed. 
 
The City has a Cooperative Permitting Process for commercial projects. Plan review is tracked 
with a central database. Plan review progress is posted on-line so that it can be monitored by 
developers and consultants. New building projects are initiated with a mandatory pre-application 
conference where the applicant and/or their consultant(s) review the proposed project with 
representatives of BDS, Planning, Public Works (stormwater, traffic, sanitary services), Health 
and Fire Departments and City Utilities as needed. (Note: Effective April 1, 2010, the pre-
application conference will be voluntary.) Final development plans for Planned Developments 
(PDs) are reviewed and approved by the Administrative Review Committee consisting of the 
directors of the Public Works, Planning and Building Development Services departments. Plan 
reviews are coordinated by the Plan Reviewer  in BDS. Since the BDS department enforces the 
zoning ordinance, review of zoning requirements are performed by BDS in consultation with the 
Planning Department. 
 
Re-development projects follow a similar but separate procedure in the City and are coordinated 
by an engineer assigned to these projects. 
 
Greene County 
 
A formal plan review is not required for single family and duplex projects. Building Regulations, 
Planning & Zoning and Environmental staff coordinate subdivision and zoning requirements 
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reflected on the final plat. 
 
Commercial project review is coordinated in a manner similar to the process in the City. A pre-
application conference is optional. The developer and/or their consultant may attend a weekly 
Administrative Review Team (ART) meeting for this purpose. The ARC consists of 
representatives of the County Building Regulations, Planning & Zoning, Environmental 
(Stormwater, Wastewater systems) and Highway Departments, along with the Health 
Department and MODOT. There is no separate procedure for re-development projects. 
 
Primary Differences 
 
$ In the City, zoning requirements are interpreted by BDS, since they have enforcement 

authority. County Building Regulations does not have a separate zoning review section, 
since zoning regulation and enforcement functions are all included in one department 
(Resource Management). 

$ Re-development projects are much more common in the City, requiring fire code review 
and coordination of brownfield, tax credits and other special requirements. 

$ The City law department is more frequently involved in interpreting development 
requirements in the City. 

$ The Fire Department plays an active role in development review in the City. There are 
separate rural fire districts in the County, which are independent political subdivisions 
under State law. 

 
 
3. Staffing, Salaries & Benefits 
 
City of Springfield 
 
The Building Development Services Department organizational chart is shown below along with 
a table showing positions and salary ranges. The City BDS department has twenty-nine (29) full 
time positions, four (4) of which are currently vacant. The City has a formal compensation and 
payment plan and a comprehensive benefit plan. City employees are “at will” employees; 
however, terminations must be reviewed and approved by a five-member Personnel Board 
comprised of community citizens. A comparison of benefits for City and County are summarized 
in a table and follows organizational charts and salaries table. 
 
Greene County 
 
County Building Regulations has nine (9) full time and two (2) shared positions. The Administrator 
of the Resource Management Department also serves as the Building Regulations Director. There 
are currently three (3) vacant positions in the County Building Regulations department. The County 
has a formal compensation and payment plan and a comprehensive benefit plan. County employees 
are “at will” employees. A progressive discipline process is followed.   Comparisons are below.
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COMPARISON OF BENEFITS 
 
Benefit City County 
Medical Insurance  Self insured 

Provided for employee 
Family coverage $394/mo 

Humana 
Provided for employee  
Family coverage $688/mo. 

Life Insurance Voluntary contribution $15,000 term provided for 
employee 

Dental and other health 
benefits 

Voluntary – cafeteria plan Voluntary – cafeteria plan 

Deferred Compensation 
457(b) Plan 

Maximum annual 
contribution: $16,500 
City matches employee 
contribution 

Maximum annual contribution 
3% of annual salary, matched 
by County through the County 
Employees’ Retirement Fund 
(CERF) 

Sick Pay 12 days earned per year. 
Accrued maximum: 180 days 

12 days earned per year 
Accrued maximum: 60 days 

Sick leave redemption Limited, certain rules apply Not available 
Paid Holidays 9 plus 3 floating holidays 13 
Vacation  5 days after 6 months 

10 days/yr.,   1 - 7 years 
15 days/yr.,   8-15 years 
20 days/yr.,  16 or more years 

 
12 days/yr., 1 - 7 years 
15 days/yr., 8-14 years 
20 days/yr., 15 or more years 

Longevity Pay Varies by years of service Not available 
Retirement LAGERS (Missouri State 

system): 2% of average salary, 
last 3 years 

LAGERS (Missouri State 
system): 1.5% of average 
salary for last 3 years 
County Employees Retirement 
Fund (CERF): mandatory 
contribution, 4% of salary.   

Tuition Reimbursement With approval from Human 
Resources Department 

Not available 
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Primary Differences 
 
$ There is a significant difference in salaries between the City and County. The following 

table compares salaries of equivalent positions. 
 
 
County Position Salary Range City Position  Salary Range Difference at 

Mid-range 
County/City 

Bldg. 
Inspection/Plan 
Review 
Manager, 
Grade 15 

$44,346 - 
$58,573 

Code 
Administrator, 
PAT 12* 

$49,858- 
$67,600 

-12.4% 

Building 
Inspector I, II, 
III 
Grade 11, 12, 13 

$32,614- 
$50,211 

Building 
Inspector, PAT 9 

$37,710- 
$51,313 

- 7.0% 

Administrative 
Clerk, Grade 5 

$20,550- 
$27,123 

Permitting 
Service 
Representative, 
PAT 6 

$26,790- 
$36,670 

-24.9% 

Office 
Coordinator, 
Grade 9** 

$27,955- 
$36,941 

Permit 
Coordinator, 
PAT 10 

$41,309- 
$55,973 

-33.3% 

 
    
 *Required to be a registered architect or engineer, not required for County position 
**Also coordinates Planning & Zoning desk 
 
$ There is also a significant difference in number of staff. However, direct comparisons of 

the two building departments should not be made since the City BDS includes floodplain 
management and zoning enforcement, as well as stormwater and sediment & erosion 
control review and inspection for building sites. These functions are not performed by the 
County Building Regulations Department. The following chart shows relative staff size. 
County staff numbers are adjusted to account for floodplain, zoning and stormwater 
functions included in other sections of the Resource Management Department. A chart 
comparing staff sizes is shown below. 

 
$ The City uses specialized inspectors for plumbing, mechanical, electrical and general 

building construction. County inspectors are not specialized. 
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$ Planning & Zoning, Floodplain Management (in the Environmental Section) and 

Building Regulations are all included in the same department in the County (Resource 
Management), allowing personnel to be more easily shared. County Planning & Zoning 
and Building Regulations share the same service counter and administrative clerks. 

 
$ The City has a more generous benefits package. 
 

 
 
* County total is adjusted to account for building related inspections, plan review and floodplain 
management functions performed by staff in the Environmental and Planning & Zoning 
Sections. The County Building Regulations Section by itself has nine (9) full time plus two (2) 
shared employees. 
 
 
4. Permitting and Inspection Activity & Value of Construction 
 
City of Springfield 
 
BDS has nine (9) inspectors devoted to building inspection: three (3) general building inspectors, 
three (3) mechanical, plumbing and gas inspectors and three (3) electrical inspectors. There is 
one (1) registered architect who serves as the Code Administrator and one (1) professional 
engineer is devoted to re-development projects. The plan review and permitting section consists 
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of ten (10) positions under the direction of a professional engineer. In addition, there is a section 
consisting of six (6) positions devoted to code compliance and land development enforcement. 
 
Greene County 
 
The county has five (5) inspectors devoted to building inspection, one (1) plan reviewer, and 
three (3) clerical positions. One (1) of the building inspectors is devoted to commercial projects. 
Sewer connections and septic systems are inspected by the Environmental Section, a separate 
section in the Resource Management Department. 
 
The following charts compare the number of single family residential permits, total inspections, 
mileage logged and estimated total value of commercial, residential and total construction for the 
City and County for the years 2005 through 2009. This period was selected in order to give a 
more accurate picture of normal activity. Total building activity slowed drastically in 2008 and 
2009, whereas 2005 and 2006 were record years for building. Due to a computer system failure, 
complete data for City BDS was not available for 2005 and 2006. 
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Delete above chart 
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• City of Springfield total for 2007 increased significantly due to St. John’s Hospital 
construction. 

• City of Springfield total for 2009 increased significantly due to Cox Medical Center 
South expansion. 
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Primary Differences 
 
$ Most building activity in the City is commercial, while activity in the County is mostly 

single family residential. 
 
$ County inspectors are generalized, while City inspectors are specialized. One inspector in 

the County can make electrical, mechanical/plumbing/gas and building inspections in one 
inspection stop; whereas in the City, three different inspectors are required to make these 
inspections.  

 
$ The County has a higher number of inspections per inspector. However, due to the 

predominance of commercial projects in the City, inspections may be more detailed. 
 
$ Mileage driven in the City is higher than that in the County, even though the service area 

covered is much smaller (82.4 sq. mi. City vs. 678 sq. mi. County).  The City’s annual 
vehicle mileage budget is $64,500 versus $25,000 budgeted by the County. This 
difference is most likely due to stops by the individual inspectors with different 
specialities. 

 
$ The City does not provide vehicles. City inspectors use their private vehicles and are paid 

mileage (currently 50-cents per mile).The County provides County-owned vehicles and 
does not pay mileage. 

 
 
5. Budgets, Fees and Revenue 
 
The following charts compare current department budgets for the City and County and revenue 
collected for the years 2005 through 2009. Though the budgets are not affected, it should be 
noted that the City and County use different fiscal years, with the City’s running from July 1 
through June 30 and the County on a calendar basis. The City’s policy is to collect 100% of the 
cost of providing service. The County’s policy is to collect 75% of the cost of service. (Note: 
Actual percentage collected depends on amount of building activity. Neither the City nor County 
automatically adjusts fees to maintain the target.)  Direct comparison of fees for commercial 
construction is difficult; however, in general, the City’s fees are higher than the County’s. For 
residential construction, both City and County fees are progressive, increasing with house size.  
County fees, however, are lower for small houses and significantly higher for large houses. 
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• County Budget includes shared positions in Environmental and Planning & Zoning 
Sections. 

•    The County Building Regulations Section budget, by itself, is $395,300 for 2010.  
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* Fees vary based upon size of home and special inspections required. The above example 
illustrates typical fees for the range of sizes shown. 
 
 

 
 
*Fees are calculated by formula. City and county formulas differ. The examples shown illustrate  
typical fees for the types of projects shown. 
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Part III: Summary 
 
1.         The Committee’s charge was to determine the practicality of  combining City and county 

development review services and what internal organizational modifications might be 
needed within either or both organizations regarding this topic to increase service and/or 
efficiencies. 

 
2.         This report is limited to the area of building plan review and inspection. 
 
3. Organizational structures of the two departments are very different. The City’s primary 

building and development service functions are located in separate departments: BDS, 
Public Works and Planning, whereas the County’s building regulation and planning 
functions are located in one department. The County’s structure allows for sharing 
personnel between various departments whereas the City’s generally does not. As a 
result, certain review functions performed by BDS appear to duplicate those in the Public 
Works and Planning Departments               

 
4.         Enforcement of the zoning ordinance, building regulations and stormwater regulations is 

delegated solely to the BDS Department in the City. These functions are integrated 
throughout Building Regulations, Planning & Zoning and Environmental Sections of the 
County’s Resource Management Department, again allowing for sharing of staff 
resources.   

 
5. The City provides specialized inspectors for electrical, mechanical-plumbing-gas, and 

building work. This results in separation of inspection functions. For example, a single 
County inspector makes building, mechanical, plumbing and electrical inspections in one 
trip, whereas three separate trips by three different inspectors are required in the City. It 
should be noted that specialized inspection expertise is needed, particularly for complex 
commercial projects. However, this is generally not needed for residential inspection. 

 
6.        The City has a Crafts and Trades ordinance requiring certification of electrical, 

mechanical and plumbing contractors. The County does not. This is a potentially 
significant issue if the agencies are combined. 

 
7. The fire code has a much greater impact on design and review requirements in the City. 

The Springfield Fire Department plays a much more active role in building and 
development review in the City, than rural fire districts do in the County. 

 
8. The requirement for a residential floor plan has been a long standing political issue for 

the City, whereas these plans have been required in the County for some time. 
 
 
 



 

 
21 

9. Salary scales are different. Salaries for City building inspectors are about 7% higher on 
average than those in the County. Salaries for Permitting Service Representative / 
Administrative Clerk and Permit Coordinator / Office Coordinator run  25% and 33% 
higher, respectively, in the City. 

 
10. There are differences in fees and enforcement procedures; however, these are not as 

challenging to address as the other issues. 
 
 
 
Part IV: Conclusions 
 
Based upon the information gathered, the committee recognizes there are three types of issues 
that need to be addressed to effectively combine the permitting services of the City and County. 
The issues are financial, regulatory and cultural. 
 
It appears that long term savings can be realized by combining City and County building and 
development services. Even if the combined operation were to be placed on the City wage scale, 
the increase in cost can most likely be offset by reductions in total personnel. It should be noted 
that because development activity is currently very slow, the amount of staff needed at this 
particular time  will not reflect the amount of staff needed historically, or likely to be needed in 
the future when the economy improves. 
 
The committee’s interview with Kevin Gipson, Director of the City-County Health Department, 
revealed that there are very few issues encountered with administration of differing City and 
County regulations or the differing enforcement procedures. The primary improvements which 
stood out in the evolution of the combined Health Department were first, the placement of all 
employees on the same wage scale and second, allowing staff to be assigned to City or County 
functions as needed. The ability to share personnel across department lines is key to a more 
efficient operation. If one jurisdiction is experiencing less development activity, staff can be 
shifted to activities in the other jurisdiction. 
 
While the two jurisdictions are working under the same building code, there are significant 
differences in the two zoning ordinances. Any important difference in the City zoning ordinance 
is the Administrative Review Committee (ARC). The ARC has certain review, appeal and 
approval responsibilities assigned in the zoning ordinance. The intent of the ARC is to streamline 
the process by maximizing the ability to deal with development review and approval 
administratively. However, the ARC also diffuses authority and creates some uncertainty within 
the process because a decision by the ARC must be unanimous. One department director, of the 
three, essentially holds veto power over the other two. And, there is reluctance for directors to 
question issues that arise in another director’s department. Each director is the expert and is 
ultimately responsible for the outcome in their respective department, so the other directors tend 
to defer. Each director tends to have different priorities ranging from: constructing public 
improvements to maximizing development opportunities to ensuring conformance to codes. 
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These priorities may overlap but are not always congruent. There is no structure like the ARC in 
the County. If a significant issue in the County requiring advanced interpretation emerges on a 
project being reviewed, the issue rises up the chain of command, ultimately to the Director of the 
Resource Management Department or the County Administrator, who has authority to make 
administrative decisions. It would be difficult for the City to function this way because of how 
the zoning ordinance currently assigns responsibilities, but another problem is how the City 
organization is structured. There is no one position with overall responsibility for the 
development review process except the City Manager. Due to the size of the City organization 
and the complexity of development issues, past and the present city managers have tended to not 
get involved in development issues until they became extraordinary issues.  
 
Another cultural difference between the City and County is that City staff is inclined to make a 
much more literal interpretation of City regulations and ordinances. This is due in part to the size 
of the organization and the desire to ensure consistency in application of the requirements. It has 
also been the result of the management philosophies of department directors and key staff. . 
There is also significantly more reliance on the City Law Department to interpret regulations and 
requirements. The City has been working on this issue by bringing forward a number of zoning 
ordinance amendments to provide more administrative flexibility and to clarify language that is 
confusing. There have also been staffing changes to address philosophical issues. 
 
The City has placed all enforcement functions within the Building Development Services 
Department. This has developed into a system where the BDS department is almost regarded as a 
quasi-independent entity, relying upon its independent interpretation of  zoning ordinances as a 
part of building plan review. This creates conflicts and appears to duplicate certain functions of 
the Planning & Development Department. This is particularly true for Planned Development 
ordinances, which are written by Planning Department staff, then interpreted by BDS staff. BDS 
interpretation may not reflect the intent of the ordinance as written and approved by the Planning 
Commission and City Council. There does not appear to be an effective way for these differences 
in interpretation to be resolved at the department level. Hence, the Law Department is frequently 
consulted. The result of this practice is that resolution of fairly minor differences in interpretation 
can take considerable effort to resolve. This is a primary source of dissatisfaction with the 
development community. Again, the City has been working on this issue. The Planning and 
Development Department has been involving Building Development Service in the drafting of 
Planned Developments and Conditional Overlay Districts, which are being used more frequently 
in lieu of Planned Development to address specific development proposals. BDS consults more 
frequently with the Planning and Development Department on interpretation issues, and there is 
less involvement of the Law Department. 
 
It is clear that while reorganization can occur within the City or through this City-County 
combination and the City’s zoning ordinance can be amended to try to address the issues 
discussed in the preceding paragraphs, the issues can really only be successfully addressed by the 
City Manager explicitly stating the City’s development philosophy and demand conformance by 
all departments. If this cultural issue is not addressed, combined permitting service will probably 
have many of the same issues the City organization currently experiences. The City Manager  
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has a unique opportunity because two of the director positions (Public Works and Building 
Development Services) are currently vacant. As part of the hiring process, the City Manager can 
make his philosophy known to prospective candidates. 
 
Another issue that needs to be addressed is the expectations of the development community. 
There is the expectation of some sort of change to address these issues. Some may believe a 
structural change such as the combination of the City and County services is necessary, but as 
outlined above it is not sufficient.  
 
The critical importance addressing the cultural issue must be clearly explained to the 
development community. It has been helpful to have a representative of the development 
community participate in the committee’s discussions about this issue. It is hoped that the 
development community will appreciate the importance of this issue  if it is explained by one of 
their peers. The bottom line is that any changes in organization must be clearly articulated, 
monitored and reported back after a period of time. 
 
Finally, the committee is also concerned about the on-going morale of the City and County 
permitting and inspection staffs. Both staffs are aware of the committee’s work. There are staff 
concerns about changes that may be coming, particularly the possibility of a combination of 
staffs that could result in layoffs. The process needs to move along quickly upon receipt of this 
report with a strategy developed to alleviate employees concerns. The danger of on-going 
uncertainty is that some of the best staff will leave for other jobs because they have the best 
ability to be hired elsewhere in this difficult economy. 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

 
 

May 20, 2011 
 

 
TO: Members of the Citizen’s Law Enforcement Merger Study Group 
 
A copy of the report titled “Merger of Springfield Policy Department and Greene County 
Sheriff Department, Turf-Purchasing-Training” dated 2010 was received by the City and 
County staff in January 2011. The City Manager, Police Chief, Sheriff, County 
Administrator, a representative of the County Commission and key city and county staff have 
carefully reviewed the report and provide the following comments. 
 
First, allow us to express our appreciation for the considerable amount of volunteer time and 
effort expended in compiling information and preparing the report. We are impressed with 
the expertise and breadth of experience of the committee members. The commitment to the 
community shown in generously sharing your time and talent is indeed gratifying. 
 
We understand and acknowledge that you are not advocating a full merger of the two 
departments at this time, but that the discussion and research of this possibility remain a 
long-term goal. We agree with your conclusion that, particularly in these difficult economic 
times, we owe it to our citizens to eliminate any unnecessary duplications of effort. We also 
agree with your statement that “turf issues should not be acceptable in making policy.” We 
believe that this applies not only to law enforcement operations, but to all city and county 
functions.  
 
We recognize and agree with your recommendation that the two departments seek and take 
advantage of every opportunity to reduce costs through cooperative purchasing and 
contracting and combined training.  We will aggressively pursue these goals and will seek 
every practical opportunity to reduce cost and increase efficiency in this manner. 
 
You observed that, while the Springfield Police Department (SPD)and Greene County 
Sheriff’s Office (GCSO) have worked closely together in many areas, there have, none-the-
less, remained significant barriers between the departments. We are very pleased to report 
that as a result of the close working relationship between Sheriff Arnott and Chief Williams, 
the philosophies of the two agencies have been brought into much closer alignment. The 
Police Department and Sheriff’s Office have been, and will continue, working together on a 
number of initiatives that have a significant impact on efficiency and costs for providing law 
enforcement services to our citizens.  
 
Examples of these include: 
 

• Dispatch:    We continue to utilize a county-wide dispatching system and the new 
911/emergency management center under construction will enhance those efforts. 

 



• Records Management System Consolidation:      SPD has installed a new records 
management system (Niche) and has offered the option for the Greene County 
Sheriff’s Office, as well as other area police departments, to “piggyback” on the 
system to increase information sharing and accessibility as well as create significant 
cost savings.  GCSO and Republic PD are in the planning stages of taking advantage 
of this cooperative opportunity. 

 
• Firing Range:     A recently completed and approved Memorandum of 

Understanding between GCSO and the City of Springfield granted access to a portion 
of the current firing range for the Sheriff and his employees. 

 
• DWI Enforcement:      SPD, GCSO, and the Missouri State Highway Patrol (MSHP), 

are in regular contact and are now coordinating their efforts as they relate to 
checkpoints and saturation patrols focused on DWI offenses. 

 
• Training:     The upcoming construction of the Springfield Regional Police and Fire 

Training Center will increase and enhance the opportunities for coordinated and 
combined training between GCSO and SPD, as well as all other local law 
enforcement agencies.  This facility has been designed from the ground up to be a 
regional asset. 

 
• Intelligence:     The SPD Crime Analysis Unit prepares a “Law Enforcement 

Sensitive” daily bulletin and currently distributes it to GCSO and over twenty other 
agencies in the interest of intelligence sharing and enhancing officer safety.  Input 
from the partner agencies is encouraged and we are hopeful it will increase.   

 
• Jail:     Funded by a county-wide tax, the GCSO operates the jail for use by both SPD 

and GCSO.  The agreement in place since its construction has allowed the City of 
Springfield to eliminate the operation of a City Jail, creating a more efficient 
operation and save taxpayers’ money.  We recognize that Springfield citizens pay 
county taxes, too. 

 
• Property Crimes:     Sheriff Arnott and Chief Williams spearheaded a public 

education campaign highlighting the increased occurrence of property crime 
throughout the area.  In conjunction with this effort, SPD, GCSO and MSHP created 
a property crime task force focusing on auto theft, heavy equipment theft and cargo 
theft affecting the area. 

 
• Crime Lab:     The City of Springfield and the State of Missouri collaborated on the 

construction of a regional crime lab in Springfield.  The new lab, operated by the 
MSHP, has been a great benefit to both the GCSO and SPD by saving time, money 
and personnel costs.   

 
• SRT/SWAT:     Each agency operates a specialty unit that provides some level of 

tactical response.  We are planning to discuss and plan a move to a more regional 
focus. 

 



We agree that as fuel costs continue to rise, we will need to seriously consider alternative 
fuels and vehicles. Staff at the City of Springfield Department of Public Works and the 
Greene County Highway Department is constantly researching the latest advances in 
technology and equipment and will continue to do so. As new vehicles are ordered, we will 
continue to utilize state contracts or local bid processes to ensure the most cost-effective use 
of taxpayer funds.  Options for alternative fuels (i.e. E-85, CNG, hybrid, etc), and type, make 
and model of vehicles needed will be reviewed on an annual basis by all agencies.  
 
The recommendations of your committee are consistent with those of the Safety & Justice 
Roundtable and the Public Safety chapter of the new Community Strategic Plan. It is our 
intention to continue to work toward achieving these goals. We recognize that the citizens of 
Springfield and Greene County expect and deserve high-quality and consistent public safety 
services regardless of whether they live within the city limits of Springfield or in the county.  
We will continue to do our utmost to provide the best services in the most cost-effective 
manner possible.   
 
Again, thank you for both your interest in public safety and the time and effort you invested 
in your report. 
 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
___________________________  _______________________________ 
Greg Burris, City Manager   Jim Arnott, Sheriff 
 
 
___________________________  _______________________________  
Paul Williams, Chief of Police   Tim Smith, County Administrator 
 
 
cc:  Mayor O’Neal 
 Members of the Springfield City Council 
 Greene County Commission 
 Tom Mountjoy, Presiding Judge, 31st Judicial Circuit 
 Robert Spence and Jean Twitty, Co-Chairs, Safety & Justice Roundtable 
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